VI.
VII.
VIII.

XI.

XIl.

XIII.

Open Space Advisory Board

Agenda

Wednesday, March 11", 2015
Louisville Public Library
1%' Floor Meeting Room
951 Spruce Street
7:00pm

Call to Order (7:00 pm)
Roll Call
Approval of Agenda
Approval of Minutes
Discussion Item (7:10 pm): Acquisition Strategies - Panel Presentation by:
Janis Whisman, Boulder County Parks & Open Space; Joy Lucisano,
Jefferson County Open Space; and Sarah Parmar, Colorado Open Lands

a. Acquisition 101

b. How to Manage Relationships with Landowners

c. Question & Answers
Staff Updates (8:40 pm)
Board Updates
Public Comments on Items Not on the Agenda
Discussion (8:55 pm): Development Review- Boulder County Housing
Authority Presented by: Allan Gill, Parks & Recreation Projects Manager
(New materials will be distributed at the meeting)
Discussion Item (9:10 pm): Trails Capital Improvement Projects
Discussion (9:25 pm): Board Request for Funding in the 5-Year Capital
Improvement Program (2016-2020)

a. Capital Improvement Program Prioritization & New Opportunities
Discussion Items for Next Meeting on April 8"

a. Potential Joint Meeting with Superior and Final Recommendations
for Five Year Capital Improvement Projects

Adjourn

City of Louisville
Parks & Recreation Department 749 Main Street Louisville CO 80027
303.335.4735 (phone)  303.335.4738 (fax) www.louisvilleco.gov
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Open Space Advisory Board Meeting Minutes
Wednesday, February 11", 2014
Louisville Public Library: First Floor Meeting Room
951 Spruce Street

l. Call to Order — Helen called the meeting to order at 7:02 pm.

Il. Roll Call—

Board Members Present: Helen Moshak, Christopher Smith, Laura Scott Denton,
Linda Smith, Spencer Guthrie, Missy Davis, Tom Davinroy

Board Members Absent: Mike Schantz

City Council Members Present: Jeff Lipton, Ashley Stolzmann

Staff Members Present: Ember Brignull, Malcolm Fleming

lll. Approval of Agenda
Linda moved to approve the agenda as written. Laura seconded. The motion was
passed unanimously.

IV. Approval of Previous Meeting’s Minutes
Laura observed that throughout the minutes from January, the dates say 2014, not 2015.
Tom found a typo: top of page 2, fourth word, “intention” is spelled wrong. Linda moved

to approve the minutes from the previous meeting with the aforementioned changes.
Tom seconded. The motion was passed unanimously.

V. Discussion Item: Wayfinding

A) Open House Results

Kristen discussed the wayfinding public open house held on January 26th at the
Louisville Public Library. She, Helen, and Laura observed that there was good public
turnout and participation. Kristen reported that a lot of the public was concerned about
trail etiquette and regulation enforcement issues. She suggested that they plan a
temporary etiquette campaign to teach the trail etiquette/rule icons along with the roll-out
of the new signs.

B) Final Sign Design
Kristen presented the final designs and materials for the signs, based on feedback from
staff, OSAB, and public comment. She reported that the public tended to like smaller

“arrows” on the blades of the directional signs. She also dropped the mileage indicators

on the button arrows themselves, as there seemed to be a fair amount of confusion over
what they were supposed to indicate. Ember pointed out that distance mileage could be

linked to the destination bands instead or separate mileage markers. Kristen also

showed how the poles could show arrows on all 4 sides. Helen and Jeff both asked
about material longevity. Kristen replied that the materials should last 25 years.

City of Louisville
Parks & Recreation Department 749 Main Street Louisville CO 80027
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The board had a discussion about whether trailside mile-markers were desirable and

feasible. Ember’s discussion with the Rec. Center staff indicated that runners may not

need or want mile-markers. Tom’s discussion with local runners indicated strong

interest in mile-markers. Most of the board seemed to indicate some level of interest in
including some mile-markers in the final plan. There was general confusion over their

best implementation. For example, there was some ambiguity as to what the “point

zero” for the mile-markers on different trails should be, and what unit of distance was

practical (1 mile, 1/2 mile, 1/4 mile). Kristen estimated that each mile-marker pole (as
currently envisioned) would cost $1500-2300. Laura argued that the mileage information
would be available to people online and on the system map, so perhaps mile-markers
should be a later phased project. Missy suggested that maybe the mileage markers
could be prioritized to certain popular trails. Laura thought that mileage-markers target a
specific user subpopulation and asked if there was a low-cost implementation. She
suggested that mileage could be indicated on the concrete trails with paint, and some
sort of stakes could be used on crusher fines trails. Patsy asked for clarification from the
board: if mileage is on the maps, on the linear maps, and indicated for destinations, are
mileage-markers even necessary? The board agreed that the consultants should
continue to research mile-marker options.

C) Phasing Plan & Phase 1 Sign Locations

Patsy showed the current plan for phasing the implementation of the new signs. She
showed a google earth presentation showing placement of signs for Phase 1. The goal
is to make it understandable to the public immediately. Phase 1 places signs on areas
of the greatest confusion and the most popular areas, and it de-prioritizes peripheral
areas of trails (away from intersections, neighborhood connectors, etc.). On-street route
signage is also a priority, particularly because City Planning is hoping to design their
street wayfinding program soon, and the consultants want the two systems to mesh.
Striping at concrete intersections would also be included in Phase 1. Patsy showed
which trails would be part of Phase 1 and what their Phase 1 improvements should be
(see packet). Trail improvements were ranked as well, including intersections,
realignments, and missing links. Patsy argued that the physical improvements should
be linked to the sign phasing. Ember mentioned that the staff needs to work out how to
bundle these projects into CIP requests, noting that some improvements would be
bundled into Park (rather than Open Space) CIP requests, such as the Cottonwood Park
improvement proposals. Phase 1 would cost $150k, with $125k/year planned for the
next 5 total years. Patsy broke down these estimates into sign costs and physical trail
costs.

VL. Staff Updates

A) The OSAB secretary (Laura) asked for direction as to how to refer to the
Conservation Trust-Land Acquisition/Open Space and Parks Fund in future OSAB
meeting minutes. City staff recommends calling it the “Open Space and Parks Fund”

because that is how it is referenced in the current budget documentation. The future
meeting minutes will reflect this request.

B) The seasonal Open Space & Parks Ranger/Ambassador position is being posted on
the City job board.
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C) This year Open Space maintenance will be housed within Open Space instead of
Parks. Therefore Open Space staff is opening a position for a seasonal Open Space

Maintenance Technician to do Open Space mowing, trash pickup etc. The exception will
be that if one seasonal position is not enough Parks will still help out. This position is

also currently being advertised on the City job board.

D) The City has planned a pancake breakfast to show volunteer appreciation, tentatively
scheduled for May 16th.

E) Police have begun patrolling Open Space properties and they have been
communicating and coordinating with Open Space staff.

F) Staff will be putting up “available for adoption” signs on Open Space properties, to
encourage people to adopt them.

G) Superior’'s Open Space Advisory Board still wants to meet with OSAB.

VIL. Board Updates
A) Study Session with City Council— Tom commented that he was impressed by how

well-prepared for the meeting City Council was, and how open and honest the
discussion was. Helen felt some regret that it was more of a study session than a
brainstorming session. Tom and Helen felt that they got the message from City Council
that we should be more aggressive advocates for maintenance/remediation projects on

Open Space, and that they want to hear the board’s ideas, such as revegetation of

Davidson Mesa. Jeff emphasized that our role should be to educate the Council and to
get out in front of the issues. Helen thought that we should also work on formal
brainstorming in our meeting.

B) Laura called the board’s attention to the City’s McCaslin Small Area Plan meetings

starting on Feb. 19th at 6:30 at City Hall and noted that this process could benefit from
comments regarding trail connectivity, undeveloped land adjacent to Davidson Mesa,
and Open Space impacts from increasing population density in the area. Tom added
that comments could also be made on the Envision Louisville webpage.

C) Tom noticed that NW corner of the dog off-leash area had a fencing encroachment.
Ember and Harlan responded immediately, and Tom appreciated the prompt response
from Open Space staff.

VIill. Public Comments for Items Not on the Agenda

A) Bob Tofte (1417 Curtesy Rd.) crossed Washington Ave. at Coyote Run Open Space
and noticed how terrible the alignment of the street crossing is. OSAB members
assured him that they share his concern. A correction is included in the Wayfinding plan.

B) City Council member Ashley Stolzmann (228 So. Jefferson Ave.) handed out some
slide that she created and handed out at the City Council budget meeting the night
before. She argued that most of the Parks operational budget should come out of the
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general fund the way it did before 2003. She thinks this will be a point of continuing
discussion in Council.

IX. Discussion Item: Review Proposed 2015 Education & Volunteer Events
Ember presented a document that listed the planned Open Space education and
volunteer events for 2015. Staff wants to put both of these types of events onto a single
document and onto an online calendar. Many of these events are repeats from previous
years. Ember and Catherine added the intended target audience for each event, as this
has been a point of confusion in previous years. The list includes 13 education events
and 7 volunteer events. OSAB members indicated which volunteer events they would
like to help with.

Projects include:

—Raptor Night (Spencer)

—Louisville Coyote Management plan night. Staff wants to take advantage of
the new coyote management plan to start a public education program.
—Trail Volunteer Day to work on Davidson Mesa (Christopher)

—Plant Identification class
—Coyote education at local elementary schools (Laura)
—A flood bike tour of Coal Creek trail (Tom and Helen)

—Weed pull (Linda)

Linda suggested a climate change talk. Laura suggested it could be Front Range-
specific.

X. Discussion Iltem: Benches & Memorials on Open Space

Laura wrote a letter expressing her personal thinking on the Open Space Memorial
Bench program. She reviewed her letter with the board (included in minutes). Linda
asked whether tree memorials on Open Space were a viable alternative to benches.

Ember’s concern was that the Open Space doesn’t have water to irrigate trees, and if

the trees die, the family gets upset. Spencer was vehemently opposed to the idea that
people can pay to put their names on city property, and felt that we need to find a way to
sunset the dedications on the city-owned benches that are already there. Linda felt

strongly that we owe the people who bought benches something and we shouldn’t insult
them. Chris felt we need more information about what was promised the people who
“bought” benches. Spencer shared the City’s open space charter, saying the City’s

charge is to preserve Open Space in as natural a state as possible, and in his opinion
that precludes memorial benches. Several board members wanted staff to investigate
the current agreements with individuals who have memorial benches currently on Open
Space, to see whether a retroactive sunset provision for the dedications could be put
into place. Tom made a motion to halt the Open Space Memorial Bench program and to
investigate the current bench agreements. Spencer seconded. It was passed by the
board unanimously.

XI. Discussion Items for Next Meeting on March 11th
A) Panel Presentation on Acquisition Strategies. Ember asked what OSAB would like to
discuss with the panelists. Laura asked to hear about how these institutions manage
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their long-term relationships with landowners and who oversees those relationships,
given staff turnover, etc. Tom asked for a brief primer on public land acquisition. Laura
asked that City Council members and any interested staff be formally invited to attend
the panel.

B) Wayfinding: Due to the time crunch in the March meeting, the board may let the

Wayfinding Tiger Team (Laura and Tom) meet with the wayfinding consultants for the
final meeting.

C) Review & Prioritization of Trails for the “Trails CIP,” Presentation by Allan Gill

D) Brainstorm & Develop Open Space Programing Opportunities

XIl. Discussion Items for Upcoming Meetings
A) April— CIP Recommendations
B) Joint Board Meeting with Superior

XIl. Adjourn—
The meeting adjourned at 9:58 pm.
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Laura’s letter re. Open Space Memorial Benches

January
26, 2015
Dear Fellow OSAB members,
I've spent the last few months mulling over the topic of memorial benches on City of Louisville Open
Space properties, and | want to share my current thoughts on the topic with the rest of the board. Though
several of the ideas and issues I’'m presenting here grew out of discussions that the board has had in
meetings, this letter should be interpreted to represent my opinions alone, and not that of the board. First, |
am going to list several of my major concerns on the topic of memorial benches, then I will present several
possible way to go forward that the board and/or City may wish to consider.

Issue #1: “Open Space aesthetics & the Department of Open Space’s purview”

The memorial benches that | have observed on Open Space are understated and tasteful and | have no
objection to any one particular memorial. That said, | believe that at a high enough density of memorial
benches, our Open Space begins to feel like a cemetery. | believe a chief responsibility of our city is to
keep our wild spaces as wild as possible, keeping a wild aesthetic. There are places where benches are
appropriate for Open Space, particularly on short trails with views, such as Harper Lake, Helca Lake, and
Lake Park, where people may wish to spend significant amounts of time. | question how much sitting is
done on mile 3 of a 4.5 mile loop around Davidson Mesa. One or two benches are helpful, benches every
quarter mile are redundant.

Likewise, | believe that creating and maintaining memorials of any sort is out of the purview of the City’s
Open Space policy of preserving and managing wild land, and out of the Open Space Staff’s area of
expertise. This program puts an undue burden on the city’s Open Space staff who are already overtaxed
with obligations. In my opinion, there are many projects involving land maintenance, remediation, and
study that are being currently under-addressed by staff that are far higher priorities to the health of our land
than managing the placement, installation, and maintenance of memorial benches.

Issue #2: “Cost” & “The City’s obligation”

According to the City of Louisville Cemetery webpage (Jan, 2015), the standard burial fees and a plot for a
Louisville resident is $2350. Commercial grave marker websites price flat grave markers around $500,
upright markers starting at $1000, and benches starting at $1300 (these prices do not include installation).
According to funeralwise.com (Jan, 2015), traditional burial costs, including caskets, burials, and
associated materials run around $5,000-$10,000. Currently, Open Space is charging about $1,200 (the cost
of bench and installation, according to Ember) for a memorial bench on Open Space. To me, this suggests
that the current Open Space memorial bench program is a significantly cheaper memorial option than a
traditional cemetery-type plot. Many people might prefer their family member’s marker to be outside of a
cemetery, and this program allows them this option at what represents a significant bargain. Given the
limited supply of bench sites available and the possible demand, | feel like this cost may be undervaluing
their worth.

Furthermore, the actual cost of the benches to the city is effectively unknown, as there has been no agreed-
upon maintenance established for them. They are considered city property, so maintenance for them
presumably falls to the city. The City of Louisville Cemetery has a 19-page Rules and Regulations
document in which the city’s obligations for maintenance of burial plots and grave markers is clearly
documented (available on the City website, revised May, 2014). This document specifies the city will
maintain the plot in perpetuity from funds established by a cemetery trust maintained by the city.

However, it also specifies that if a grave marker is damaged by an “act of god” (including vandalism) the
city cannot be held responsible for its repair. Currently, it is unclear who will repair damaged memorial
benches, and whether they will be repaired/replaced as memorials. The Cemetery's document also
specifies that things such as candles, beads, shells, plantings, and toys cannot be left at grave-sites so that “a
uniform beauty may be maintained,” and will be removed by staff, if found. Open Space has not
established specific rules for items left at memorial benches, and City staff is sometimes uncertain about
how to handle these sorts of personal memorial items when they are found (personal communication from
Ember).
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Issue #3: “Fairness”

According to documentation provided to the board, there are currently 30 memorial benches on Louisville
Open Space land, and staff recommends allowing up to 19 more. At that point, presumably the program
will be finished indefinitely. The reason for capping the program is to keep the land from filling up with
benches. To me this suggests a system that is inherently unfair. The benches will only be available to
families in a short window (the next 5-10 years?) and unavailable to future generations. My fear is that at
some point the city will started to field complaints about this and experience pressure to allow more
benches. What if citizens want to commemorate a beloved community member, such as a teacher or a city
leader, and collect signatures to petition the City Council? We are tasked with maintaining the city’s Open
Space in perpetuity, and it is likely that there will always be requests to relax the memorial bench program’s
bench maximum cap.

Alternatives/Proposals:

As | see it, there are two general ways forward. The first is to continue the memorial bench program as
currently proposed by Open Space staff, including a total bench count cap. But if this is the choice, |
would strongly advocate a Rules and Regulation document (analogous to that of the cemetery) that
specifies:

1) A specified maximum period for an individual to reserve the right to maintain an engraving/plague on a
certain bench, such as 20 years.

2) A statement that says while the city will maintain the bench itself, the memorial components, such as the
engravings/plaque, will not be guaranteed against “acts of god,” including vandalism.

3) Items such as stones, shells, beads, toys, plantings, flower pots, baskets, candles, etc. may not be used
and shall be removed.

Furthermore, | believe the cost of staff time needs to be included in the price of the benches. The benches
are a finite commodity and probably undervalued at the current rate. | would advocate a significant cost
increase. Memorial benches should not be seen as a cheaper, but otherwise comparable, alternative to a
grave-marker.

The second way forward, which | prefer, is to eliminate the Open Space memorial bench program. If the
city wants more benches on Open Space, | believe that the city should fund them from the general fund,
rather than through an unfair and piecemeal process. Current benches would remain, but no further
applications would be accepted.

That said, Louisville citizens love their Open Space and their desire to be memorialized with it speaks to a
connection to the land and the city that is special and worth celebrating. | propose that, rather than a bench
program, the city establish some other way of marking citizens’ love for and connection to the land. My
idea is to have either an inscribed-bricks plaza on the sidewalk or a low wall of inscribed-bricks either at
Harper or Davidson. The wall could be functional, such as covering a retaining wall or the wing walls of
the underpass. Citizens could buy a brick as a Friend of Open Space, and inscribe it with their name or “in
memory of.” The money raised from the bricks could be used in the Open Space and Parks Fund or in a
smaller fund dedicated solely to education and outreach. It is my belief that many of the people who are
currently buying memorial benches could be satisfied with the a less expensive memorial brick, which
would be cheaper and easier for the city to maintain. The program would be more fair, as it would need no
upper maximum count; when the first plaza or wall is full, the city could create another at Hecla Lake, etc.
By concentrating the markers at trailheads, we would also avoid the aesthetic issues of too many memorial
benches. If a family or group is adamant about putting a memorial on City-owned Open Space land, it
should require a petition to the City Council and be open to public review and comment. That way,
citizens who believe that Open Space is being over-populated with memorials can be heard.

Sincerely,

Laura Scott Denton
687 Tamarisk Ct., Louisville



Jefferson County Open Space One-Step Real Estate Process
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PROPERTY PROPOSAL PROCESS CHECKLIST
(Disclaimer: If during the process it is clear the project is not in keeping with the Master
Plan, anyone involved should discuss this with Amy and the applicant should be
contacted.)

Proposal Submission:

[1 Step 1: Property Proposal Form completed/submitted; one is always required.

Karey can send these forms electronically or there are packets in her office.

O Step 2: All completed property proposal forms/requests are given to Karey.

If staff already coordinated with Steve on project, make sure to include note of discussion
points and any recommended direction(s) from him.

Initial Processing:

(0 Step 3: Amy and Karey meet to determine if an OS # will be assigned.

If proposal likely to be considered, Amy will delegate project.

O Step 4: Karey assigns OS#, creates folder.

Identify Region and/or Park

Stefan pulls deeds and creates map(s).

Karey will email everyone the OS#, indicating RE or Planning sections assigned to the
folder, and attach Stefan’s map(s)

Once updates are provided to Karey, she will update OS Projects Report throughout
process

Proposal Evaluation:

O

Step 5: Planning/Real Estate Evaluation (Joy and Anna)

Occurs at bi-weekly meetings, special meetings, or via email.
Determine if additional information is needed.
Meetings could involve any other essential staff and/or applicant (as necessary)
Assign folder to specific Planning or RE staff. Assigned staff will:
a. Contact Landowner/Applicant. Preference: By phone and/or email. Letter only if
necessary and if other means of contact have failed. Objective:
i. Introduce
ii. Explain JCOS process
iii. Explain further contact will occur (to schedule site visit, get clarification, etc)

Step 6: Research/Analysis (Planning and Real Estate cooperatively) [Whomever is assigned
the folder is responsible for implementing or obtaining assistance on this Step]
Typically done by Planning

Review of Master Plan criteria and OSAC Guiding Principles

Completes cursory Property Analysis

Create vicinity map

Send out email to OS_Staff Referral group and Region Team invite for field visit (include
Property Analysis and vicinity map. Provide a date certain 2 week deadline for
professional feedback.

Schedule site visit and Staff Referral Presentation dates, as necessary

During site visit:

Take pictures
Make sure Real Estate staff member present if landowner present

M:\PPC\Property Proposals\Property Proposal Process FINAL Text 061314
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After site visit:
- Request sections’ professional feedback on request
- Develop Property Staff Report with staff recommendation
a. Indicate level of support for pursuing acquisition
b. Indicate all internal and external entities solicited for comment
c. Include/attach all feedback received
d. Include/attach field trip notes/reports and pictures
O Step 7: Staff Referral Presentation
- Determination of next steps
- Solicit OSAC interest, through Director’'s Report, for field trip.
- Update Tom in periodic meeting (Tom, Amy, Anna or Joy).

Due Diligence and Negotiations:
01 Step 8: Typically done by Real Estate
- Coordinate with landowner, research encumbrances
- Create Proposal email group for review of negotiated documents, etc.
(0 Step 9: Negotiate Final Terms
- Update Tom in one of periodic meetings (Tom, Amy, Joy, Steve)
OSAC Processing:
O Step 10: Update OSAC (Joy, Amy, Karey, Tom)
- Quarterly Real Estate Update — March, June, September, December
a. Quarterly provide update on any proposal (Steps 5-9)
- Solicit OSAC interest for field trip
0 Step 11: Final Terms (Real Estate and County Attorney)
Staff presentation of Final Terms (Resolution)
Presentation by Director’'s Report
OSAC recommendation to BCC
Schedule items for Quarterly BCC Update
BCC Processing:
0 Step 12: Board of County Commissioners Review and Approval (Real Estate)
Verify less than 6 months between BCC update and BCC hearing
- Negotiate and finalize documents
- Schedule for BCC action
Draft agenda memo for BCC hearing
- BCC Action
Proposal Closeout:
O Step 13: Complete Transaction
- Closing
- Distribution Memo drafted by who has folder (typically RE)
- Karey sends out Distribution Memo and removes from OS Project Report
- JCOS maps are updated
- Livelink folder(s) for project updated

M:\PPC\Property Proposals\Property Proposal Process_FINAL Text 061314
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Scheduling Coordinator
Rebecca Harp

Techs
Joe Anzaldo
Ryan Behrendt
Randy Noterman
Cody Nutter
Mike Wheeler

Project Management
& Design
*Sean Reynolds

Project Coordinators
Prashant KC
Barry Shook

Brent Wheeler
Tim Zych

Landscape Architects
Dan McCormick
Mary Olson
Stan Snyder

Sign Specialist
Mary Rolf
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Parks &
Open Space
Acres of Boulder County Parks and Open Space
January 2015
Summary
Total Acres Protected by County Acres
County Open Space (publicly owned land) 61,287
County Leased Properties (from State Land Board) + 692
County Easements (trail, access, other) 50
Subtotal: 62,029
County Conservation Easements (privately owned land) + 40,637
Total: 102,666
Details
Publicly Owned and/or Leased Land, and Miscellaneous Easements Total: 62,092
Open for Public Use® (58.6%) 36,334
Closed to Public Use (33.7%Agricultural Lease, 7.8% Other) 25,695
Closure reason:
Agriculture (under lease to local farmers) 20,879
Contract Requirement (closure was a seller’s condition) 782
Evaluation in progress for Potential Public Use 1,266
Open Space Option Parcels (private land to be acquired by County) 866
Public Safety 912
Wildlife/Vegetation 990
Private Land (Protected, but Closed to Public Use) Total: 40,637
Conservation Easements 40,556
Conservation Easement Option Parcels 81

! Some properties have public use restrictions, e.g., area closures for sensitive wildlife/vegetation habitat (11,020)

and ‘stay on trail’ requirements to avoid impacting adjacent agricultural activities (4,348 acres).
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Open Space Advisory Committee

Wayne Forman, Chair

Mike Dungan

Felicity Hannay

John Litz

Ken Morfit

Tookie Nemchak

Janet Shangraw

Rebecca Watson

Director of Open Space & Parks
Tom Hoby

Executive Assistant ot
Communications Manager

Bob West Rosanna Janzer

Jacy Rock Thea Rock
Paul Murphy

John Wolforth Administrative Coordinator

Karey Baker

Communications Team

Bob Eriksson

Effective February 9, 2015

Park Operations Manager Will Lebzelter
Stanton La Breche Katie Matthews
Through 5/15/2015 Jeff Golden
. . Planning & Stewardship Manager
Business Services Manager o Amy Ito 3 g Visitor & Education Services Manager
Hugh Wilson Don Klima
Rob Thayer Ch;;i Xthlte
[
Office i
T s“'??';‘_’ism Natural Resources Park Construction Park Planning Open Space Planning Ez:;t:trizn E:::::;n Park Services Trail Services Visitor Services
Koerrls 'I“a Real Estate Registered T Servi Accounting Supervisor Supervisor Supervisor Supervisor Supervisor Supervisor o Sup:rwzor Supervisor Supervisor Volunteer
bl Coordinator || surveyor eTVICES Technician Randy Frank Brian Hardman B.J. Ellison Nancy York ) . Matthew Cox Kim Frederick Mary Ann Bonnell Servi
Jov Luci L Sherri Sanders ; ; John Steinle Tim Sandsmark ervices
— y Lucisano arry Pfifer Linda Mosier Administrator
mlrflsh'aliva Park Services Trail Services j — Jana Johns
Assistants Natural Resources| Park Construction Park Planners Open Space Planners Customer Senior Leads Coordinators Park Ranger
Liz Swiech Real Estate Leads Leads Pamela Cornelisse Megan Definer Service | Customer Kelly Bowser Chris Barker Leads
Kate Zator Specialists = s:"’.e‘.’ M Jerry Bader Hank Mifin [ | Scot Grossman Regina Elsner Representative Service Mike Faber Brian Conty Shaun Howard Volunteer
James Callahan echnician Keith Bol Rex Burr Lance Henkel Vacant Susan Grannell Representative Chris Nichols Jason Crum Mark Oline Services
Jen Coffey Vacant Stefan Bohn e Julie Enderby - Eric Fi
ric Fields p
Vacant Joel Miller Specialist
Part Time . " M————— Park Rangers Jo Carter
S —— ParI;Con.s:'rutt;tlon CEduz?tu:n Naturalists Park Services Scott Waters Martin Barwick Vacant
Specialists i oordinator = | Mike Dempsey Specialists Erik Collette
Customer Service Tony Auciello ErikoDyahI t'"s s IL Andy Spencer Heidi Skiba [ Evan Brazil Jason Hamburg
Representative Lisa Kluesner Kyle N ; ran Alexis Sohlden Mark Grace Trail Services Eric Holzman
Teddy Newman | sean Kluesner )IIDeIe?S myer Alicia Vermilye Kelly King Specialists Ben Stanley
e Pl ale Sawin Program Rob Marsh P ’ Maria Stelacio
Jeff Spires f || : Kaleb Anzick .
st Coordinator Cory Marusin . Eric Krause
eve Murdock Program - Theo Diltz
Vacant Meghan Vickers 9 | Jeff Pipkin John Queen
Assistant Duke Rowland Brock Messner :
5 Fon e Rowlan . Simon Young
easonal Par Nate Pendleton fton S Tim Roybal L =
Construction E——— T ka4 Alex Smiley
z . Temp. Part Time
Seasonal Natural Specialists Tour Guides | | mP p Chris Smith Park
| |  Resources 3LTE O Rangers
Specialists i 3LTI
6 LTE gt M;:::zi: 7;::9' Seasonal Park Seasonal Trails E
op Coordinator u i Specialist
David Smith || SCaElTy sizzl;:::sts 1 Ten"’lp. Part Time
Weed/Pest Jonquil Leonard 11 Temp. Part Titne 1LTE
.| Management -
Specialist Shop Assistant | | =
Alicia Doran 1LTE Nf,g‘é:':'t“ Trail
Temp. Part Time Stewardship
: Team
;‘:_;ec?; ';‘:; 92 Temp. Part Time
3 Temp. Part Time




Colorado Open Lands

355 South Teller Street, Suite 210, Lakewood CO 80226
www.ColoradoOpenlands.org 303.988.2373

Structure: 501(c)3 organization founded in 1981

Mission: to preserve the significant open lands and natural heritage of Colorado through private
and public partnerships, innovative land conservation techniques and strategic leadership

Acreage: COL holds 295conservation easements on 264,673 acres in 40 counties.
COL has assisted other organizations in the protection of an additional 150,000 acres.

Governance and staffing: governed by a Board of Directors (26) and maintains a staff of twelve
(4 FTE equivalent dedicated to conservation easement acquisition)

COL focuses its work in eight priority landscapes.
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http://www.coloradoopenlands.org/

AT PROPOSAL FORM
@—a; Jefferson County
Open Space Please complete this form to the best of your ability and/or
enriching \ife knowledge and return to Jefferson County Open Space
OS Number: FOR OPEN SPACE OFFICE USE ONLY-
Date received: TO COMPLETE UPON RECEIPT

Name of Project:

LANDOWNER NAME:

STREET ADDRESS:

CITY: STATE: ZIP CODE:
PHONE: FAX:

EMAIL ADDRESS:

PARTY MAKING PROPOSAL IF OTHER THAN LANDOWNER (please circle all that apply)
REALTOR, ATTORNEY, LANDOWNER’S REPRESENTATIVE OR OTHER.
NAME:

COMPANY AND STREET ADDRESS:

CITY: STATE: ZIP CODE:
PHONE: FAX:
EMAIL ADDRESS:

PROPOSAL TYPE (check all that may apply):
Fee Simple
Conservation Easement
Trade

O Cooperative Agreement/Lease
O

O

O Testamentary Gift (by direction from your Will)

O

O

O

O

Trail Easement
Access Easement
Utility Easement
Temporary Easement
Permanent Easement

Donation or Gift
Lease
License

Other (please state)

O0000oa0

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY/PROPOSAL:

PROPOSED PURCHASE PRICE: $
(NOTE: THE COUNTY WILL OBTAIN AN APPRAISAL AND/OR COMPLETE A STAFF MARKET ANALYSIS TO
DETERMINE THE VALUE OF THE PROPERTY.)

APPROXIMATE ACREAGE LAND: WATER:

CURRENT LAND USE:

DESCRIPTION OF IMPROVEMENTS/BUILDINGS/ETC.:

OUTSTANDING LEASES (please list):
(continued on reverse side)



WATER RIGHTS NAME:
[0 DITCH/RESERVOIR SHARES OR INCHES:

O weLLs: O OTHER:
VALUE: $ ASSESSMENTS: $
DO YOU OWN MINERALS RIGHTS FOR THIS PROPERTY? IF YES, IS THE TRANSFER OF THESE RIGHTS

PART OF THIS PROPOSAL?

GENERAL LOCATION (cross streets):

STREET ADDRESS:

ACCESS:

(please include a general location map, which could be copied from an area telephone book or Map Quest, for
example)

LOCATION:

Quarter Sections Section Township Range Acres
CHECK ALL THAT APPLY:

[] UNINCORPORATED AREA

O ciry NAME:

[0 RECREATION DISTRICT NAME:

CURRENT ZONING:

IS THIS PROPERTY, OR ANY PORTION OF IT, CURRENTLY UNDER REVIEW FOR ZONING, REZONING OR
PLATTING IN UNINCORPORATED JEFFERSON COUNTY? IF YES, PLEASE COMPLETE THE
FOLLOWING:

NAME OF JEFFERSON COUNTY REPRESENTATIVE AND AGENCY CONTACTED:

PHONE NUMBER:

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS:

(NOTE: IN SOME CIRCUMSTANCES THE COUNTY WILL CHARGE AN ADMINISTRATIVE FEE FOR A PROPOSED
PROJECT.)

Signature: Date:
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PROPERTY ANALYSIS

Proposal Name:

Proposal Number:

Open Space Staff Contact:
Proposal submitted by:

Proposal Information

Acquisition Criteria

Natural Resources —

]

]

HiEnin

a.

~ © 2 o

Critical Biological Resources identified in the Colorado Natural Heritage
Program Study

Habitat for Threatened, Endangered species and species of concern and rare
plant communities

Conservation that creates or sustains continuous wildlife corridors
Significantly biodiverse areas
Jeffco Open Space Conservation Study Areas

Water and mineral rights

Nature-Based Experiences —

UL DL

Regional trails that link multiple jurisdictions (e.g., Peaks to Plains Trail)

Park to Park trails that connect Jeffco Open Space and other public parks
(e.g., White Ranch Park to Golden Gate Canyon State Park)

Additional trails within Jeffco Open Space Parks

Community and neighborhood access to nature-based experiences, outdoor
recreation, open space and parklands

Other land and water-based opportunities such as climbing, photography,
wildlife viewing, fishing, rafting/kayaking, cross country skiing, snowshoeing,
ice climbing, sledding, ice skating, etc.

Scenic Resources —



a. Front Range Mountain Backdrop/Foreground Preservation Area
b. Areas of scenic significant along transportation corridors

Scenic views to and from Jeffco Open Space Parks

o

HiEInE

d. Special visual qualities, such as rock outcroppings, meadows, ridgelines,
peaks, unusual landforms and other geologic features

Historic, Archaeological and Paleontological Resources —

|:| a. Historic sites or places that contain elements reflecting the County's cultural
richness

|:| b. Significant archaeological and paleontological resources
Contiguity & Buffers —

E| a. Connections between Jeffco Open Space and other public and preserved
lands

E| b. Contiguity within the Jeffco Open Space system, including in-holdings

|:| c. Buffers for wildlife corridors, habitat, plant communities and other uses
Congruence with other Plans —

E| a. Jefferson County Comprehensive Plan or Community Plans

|:| b. State, local, city and district plans

Type of Acquisition/Alternatives



Proposal Name:

Proposal Number:

Open Space Staff Contact:
Proposal submitted by:

Weed and Pest Management

=

red

STAFF COMMENTS

Jefferson County
Open Space

eviriching \ife

Real Estate

Trail Services

Outdoor Recreation

Natural Resources

Park Planning

Education Services

Park Services

Visitor Services

Planning & Zoning




Boulder
County

Parks and Open Space

5201 St. Vrain Road « Longmont, Colorado 80503
303.678.6200 * Fax: 303.678.6177 - www.bouldercounty.org

5201 BOELDER.COUNTYAS CONSERVATION EASEMENT PROCESS
303.678.6200 « Fax: 303.678.6177 « ngmﬁ?gﬁyf&g Landowners)

Boulder County’s acceptance of a conservation easement is based on the County’s local open space
program goals, and may also meet the requirements of Section 170(h) of the Internal Revenue Code of
1986, as amended; however, even if Boulder County accepts a donated conservation easement and
agrees in writing to recognize donation value, the County expressly does not guarantee that the
transaction has donation value or that the donation will receive tax benefits. Landowners should
consult qualified independent professionals to obtain legal, financial and tax advice before concluding
that a donation of a conservation easement would be eligible for tax benefits. Boulder County cannot
give you legal, financial or tax advice, and the County makes no representations, implied or otherwise,
as to the tax treatment a transaction may receive.

Note also that taking a project from inception to closing requires approximately 3-4 months, and
sometimes more or slightly less, depending upon how quickly project details come together. This is
intended to be only a representation of how deals come together; details vary on a case-by-case basis.

A. Initial Information (takes about 1-3 weeks)
1. Boulder County collects information from the landowner about the property and
what the landowner desires for the conservation easement to accomplish.

e This requires a site visit and several conversations with the landowner.

e The County asks questions relating to the land itself (acreage, features, uses,
etc.), potential restrictions to be placed on the property through the
conservation easement (the size, number and type of buildings, whether or not
the residential building right will be extinguished, any water rights used on the
property, etc.), the landowner’s motivation for protecting the property through
a conservation easement, and other relevant topics.

2. The County reviews the potential projects with other County staff at the Parks and
Open Space Department.

e County staff review photographs taken during the site visits and the property
details gathered from the landowner, as well as public information obtained
from other sources, such as whether or not the property constitutes a legal
building lot.

e County staff evaluates the proposed conservation easement for its relevance in
meeting County goals for its open space program.

3. The County tells the landowner the results of the initial County staff discussion
and whether or not the County is interested in pursuing the conservation
easement.

e |f the property has not yet been determined to be a legal building lot, County
staff helps the landowner request this evaluation from the County’s Land Use
Department.

e If the property is not a legal building lot, any value the landowner ha